Introduction
The emergence of socialism from radicalism remains a fairly obscure process. We know that Hyndman grafted a form of orthodox Marxism onto Tory radicalism, we know that Morris became disillusioned with Gladstonian radicalism, and we know that the leading Fabians moved from various types of liberal radicalism to Fabian socialism. under which the few robbed the many. O'Brien told the workingman that "it is because you are unrepresented that you have no property," and that "wagesslavery is wholly and solely the work of tyrannical laws which one set of men impose upon another by fraud and force." 7 
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Although social evils had political causes, they were nonetheless real evils, the worst of which were the private ownership of the land and the current systems of currency and exchange: "unquestionably land-usurpers and money-changers . . . must in foco conscienta be distinguished from all other sinners" since "we know of no great social evil in civilized life that is not clearly traceable, directly or indirectly, to these two classes." 8 O'Brien believed God had given the land to all people, but a small section of the population had used unjust laws to take the land for themselves. Further, because the amount of land is fixed, the private appropriation of the land had denied the propertyless masses the chance to produce their own subsistence and so forced them to work for the land owners. Thus, O'Brien concluded, the moment you allow the few to monopolise the land, "your community is divided into tyrants and slaves -into knaves who will work for nobody, and into drudges who will have to work for anybody or everybody but themselves." 9 The private ownership of land divides society into opposing classes and underlies all other social wrongs.
O'Brien also criticised the moneylords who cheat society under the current systems of currency and exchange. Because the currency rests on commodities, gold and silver, the moneylords who monopolise these precious metals also monopolise the currency, and so "leave us without any instruments of exchange at all, but what may be convertible, upon their own fraudulent terms, into those two favoured metals." 10 Further, the moneylords use their parliamentary power to manipulate both the money supply and the national debt for their personal advantage. Peel, for instance, both promoted laissez-faire which increased foreign competition and so lowered the value of commodities, and tightened the money supply which raised the value of money compared to commodities and so lowered the value of commodities. Now, the falling value of commodities swelled fixed money obligations, such as debts and taxes, and 5 this "must reduce the aggregate of profits and wages, for the more the producers (employers and employed) have to give out of the common stock to pay taxes and the interest of public and private debts, the less there must be left for themselves." 11 The moneylords, however, benefitted from Peel's policies since they possessed monetary assets, such as fixed interest stocks, the value of which increased relative to commodities. Finance, therefore, was the common enemy of labour and capital.
Indeed, O'Brien criticised capitalists only because they sometimes acted as moneylords or middlemen. Like moneylords, capitalists issued debt so as to gain at the expense of the workingman:
The mercantile middle-classes are everywhere organising chartered companies to give themselves perpetual vested interests in the labour of the working-classes, and mortgage the latter to posterity through public loans and State indebtedness. another." 13 Although O'Brien attacked capitalists for behaving like moneylords or middlemen, he believed that capitalists could behave like this only because the people had no access to the land: "the monopoly of the land in private hands is a palpable invasion of the rights of the excluded parties, rendering them more or less the slaves of landlords and capitalists." 14 The fundamental oppositions in O'Brien's writings were those of popular radicalism between rulers and people and between workers and idlers. The few who possessed a monopoly of political power used the law to defraud the manythe rulers opposed the people. Viewed from a social perspective, the opposition of rulers to people was equivalent to the opposition between workers and idlers, for the rulers used their political power to obtain "incomes" that were "purely and wholly the creation of law, and not of their 6 own labour." 15 Thus, the unequal distribution of political power created "an unnatural division of society into classes, viz., those who labour and produce as well as consume, and those who consume only."
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O'Brien's proposals for reform grew out of his analysis of the problems of contemporary society. Because the unrepresentative political system underlay current social evils, "we must first have political equality." 17 Thus, O'Brien called above all else for the implementation of the Charter, the six points of which were universal suffrage, annual parliaments, no property qualifications for M.P.'s, payment of M.P.'s, voting by a secret ballot, and equal electoral districts. 18 He believed that the political reforms of the Charter, especially manhood suffrage, would create a representative political system that would give the people the legislative power needed to eradicate poverty and slavery: "manhood suffrage must be the cry and watchword . . . to get honest laws passed upon Land, Credit, Currency, and Exchange." 19 Initially O'Brien was a physical force Chartist but after his imprisonment in 1840 he became a moral force Chartist. At times O'Brien seemed to put social reform above political reform, as when he said that "a reform of parliament can effect little good except in so far as it may conduce to a reform in the construction of society." 20 But even if his goal was social reform, the means remained political reform. As he said, "the end I have in view is social equality for each and all, to obtain this we must first have political equality."
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O'Brien thought that a Land Nationalisation Act was the most important piece of legislation required of a reformed parliament. Nationalising the land would free the people from the tyranny of the landlords and the capitalists. It would enable the people to work the land for themselves and so produce their own livelihood -the many would no longer have to work for the few. Land nationalisation was the vital social reform:
No reform that will not give the people the means of acquiring property by honest industry -which will not enable them to be independent of wages-slavery -which will not enable them to live in houses of their own, and allow them free access to the soil of their country, is worth their serious attention. 22 Similarly, O'Brien's "currency quackery" was the social reform that he thought would end the tyranny of the moneylords. The moneylords could rob the people only because gold and silver were both commodities and the basis of the currency. Consequently O'Brien proposed a paper currency "based on real consumable wealth," that is on labour or on corn (generally he preferred labour).
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A currency founded on labour would not fluctuate according to the availability of precious metals and so would ensure a true equilibrium between production and consumption. A person who produced goods worth £X would be given currency worth £X with which to buy consumables. There would be no way to make money yield more money and so no room for the moneylord. representation was the major concern of those present at the preliminary meetings to found the D.F. 47 The first meeting passed a motion that declared that "the present system of electing members of parliament has resulted in 'the exclusion of any representative of the majority of the people.'" 48 Dunn acted as a spokesman for the workingmen who attended the preliminary meetings and his letter to the Radical shows that he thought that political imbalances were the cause of current social ills: 49 We live in an age when every class is united, and is duly represented in Parliament, save that of the majority of the nation. The landholders are united and bound by one common interest; they govern of course the House of Lords, and have many representatives in the Commons . . . So with the other classes, all are organised, and use their organisation to subdue and keep in subjugation the labouring masses of the people. Such being the case it cannot be wondered at that our laws are framed and our taxes arranged so that the people bear the burden. 50 Like O'Brien, Dunn juxtaposed the ruling classes with the people and argued that the cause of the people's plight was the fact that they were not represented in Parliament. The preliminary meetings also adopted reforms that assumed an analysis of society similar to that of O'Brien with the first meeting accepting a provisional programme of purely political reforms.
Indeed, political concerns dominated to such an extent that there was no mention of any social measure until the third meeting when Finlayson proposed that they accept nationalisation of the land. 51 The delegates did not ignore social questions. On the contrary, they wanted a movement "having for its object the promotion and settlement of the various social and political questions of the day." 52 But they thought the way to solve social problems was by political reforms.
The same beliefs pervaded the inaugural conference of the D.F. 53 Hyndman's opening address firmly established the political purport of the meeting. He said that "the conference had been called together because there was so little general harmony between Democratic and Radical organisations in this country, the consequence of which was that motion after motion was passed through the House of Commons contrary to the feelings of both parties." to the extreme edge of popular radicalism. They talked of the struggle between labour and capital and of the need for a social revolution. Their analysis, however, remained that of O'Brien. They distinguished the people or working classes from the rulers or idle classes. They saw political power as the crucial prop of economic oppression. And they gave the land monopoly a special place amongst social evils -the struggle might be labour against capital but all social evils could still be ended by giving the workers access to the land and so making it unnecessary for the workers to be wage slaves. The real cause of the evils from which the masses suffered was not the monarchy, but the fact that they were in the hands of capitalists. What they wanted was a social revolution, and believing that the programme of the association was well calculated to advance that social revolution, he seconded the amendment. 61 It is easy to read current day meanings back into Charles Murray's words and declare him to be a socialist. But if we look closely at his words, we find that they merely extend O'Brienism. Capitalists had replaced landlords as public enemy number one, but capitalist oppression still depended on political power and the monopoly of the land. The clue to Murray's O'Brienism is his last sentence: the D.F.'s programme contained nothing but political measures and land nationalisation and yet this programme would "advance" the social revolution against the capitalist. There was still no indication that collective ownership of the means of production might be necessary.
In "Social Revolution Not Political Reform" Banner argued both that political reforms were useless -"parliamentary government is a mockery, and the cry for the franchise a sham" -and that land nationalisation would favour only the capitalist -"nationalisation of the Land alone will not benefit the toilers but the non-toilers, for it will increase the capital at their disposal, and will give them a greater command over all commodities in the market." The annual wealth produced by the workers was £950,000,000 sterling, while the producers received in wages only £250,000,000. The balance of £700,000,000 was appropriated by landlords, profitmongers, and capitalists. 67 The O'Brienites, then, wanted a social revolution but they still believed that they could secure a social revolution by political reforms and land nationalisation alone. Thus, the programme of the D.F. would produce a social revolution. The O'Brienites differed from Banner not on the need for social change but on the means by which to obtain social change. Banner demanded expropriation of the capitalist; the O'Brienites continued to demand a representative political system and nationalisation of the land, they still did not call for collective ownership of the means of production.
The Growth of Socialism 1883-1885
In the winter of 1882-3 the D.F. held a series of conferences on "stepping stones," that is social reforms such as the eight hour day and public work for the unemployed. Further, the land monopoly remained a pre-condition of capitalist exploitation, for with agriculture "crushed and cowed, the bulwark of defence was gone that stood in the way of the subjugation of all." 72 Many D.F. members, however, shifted their viewpoint in a way that led them to advocate abolition of the private ownership of the means of production. They developed a slightly different notion of class that made the wage relationship central: a socialist revolution "will abolish all distinctions of class, or difference between wage-payers and wage-earners, and will render the workers their own employers." 73 They saw social evils as independent of political causes: Justice told the workers that "their bad food, bad housing, bad education, bad clothing, are all directly due to the social oppression from which they suffer." 74 Thus the O'Brienites now argued that "social changes need social action." 75 Further, because capitalist exploitation was separate from the land monopoly, to end wage slavery one had to nationalise the means of production as well as the land.
Despite these shifts of belief, there was much continuity in the outlook of the O'Brienites. The talk might be of the wage-earners not the people but the wage-earners were still juxtaposed with idle monopolists; landlords, moneylords, and capitalists were all alike. Thus, Justice was to "preach discontent to the wage-earning classes, and call upon them to show a bold front to the landlords and capitalists." 76 The capitalists might be an independent evil set against the workers, but their ability to exploit the workers depended on a monopoly, their exclusive ownership of the means of production, and so was parallel to the exploitation of the workers by the landlords:
The landlords monopolise the land, and the capitalists the machinery . . . How does the capitalist act? He extorts from those labourers who are excluded from the land a share of all that they produce, under threat of withholding from them the implement of production.
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A new monopoly meant a new exploiting class but the mechanism of exploitation remained a monopoly. The O'Brienites could not have held Marx's theory of surplus value because they did not distinguish use value from exchange value. 78 Consequently, the members of the D.F. explained capitalist exploitation as follows. The worker takes four hours a day to produce commodities the value of which is equal to the worker's subsistence, but the capitalist uses a monopoly of machinery to force the worker to labour for ten hours a day (the capitalist will allow the worker to labour the necessary four only if the worker labours for the extra six hours and the worker must accept as he will starve if he does not). The value produced in the additional six hours is therefore surplus value which the capitalist appropriates. As Harry Quelch said, "it is by overwork that the surplus value is created upon which the idlers live" 79 Certainly capitalists obtained surplus value only by purchasing labour, but they did so because their monopoly of machinery and an iron law of wages meant that they could buy labour for subsistence wages, not because of the relationship of labour to value. It was the capitalists' monopoly of machinery that forced the workers' "to sell their labour for a bare subsistence wage." Who are the middlemen who intercept and share the surplus-value produced by the labourer? The unnecessary agents and distributors, the holders of stocks, bonds, and shares of every description, and all those who are supported by the wealth-producers either in idleness or uselesslabour. 81 Thus, the struggle still appeared to be one between workers and idlers.
Capitalists were condemned as monopolists, but in so far as they worked they were useful: "those who organise labour are always worthy of their hire," "it is only the absolutely idle who are simply the enemies of the workers." of social evils -capitalists and landlords dominated the political system but that they did so was not a necessary facet of a capitalist society. Thus radicals could reform the political system without first reforming the social system. Further, a reformed political system could serve as an instrument with which to reform the social system. True, a reformed political system would not by itself create a socialist society, but it would be a tool for creating a socialist society. A truly democratic state would give political power to the workers who could then use political power to nationalise the land and the means of production. Only if so used, however, would a Hyndman gave the delegates to the inaugural conference of the D.F. a copy of his England for All in which he explained surplus value by saying that the workers needed to work four hours to produce their subsistence but that the capitalists' monopoly enabled them to force the workers to work for ten hours.
The O'Brienites merely picked up the economic doctrine of those around them.
When we turn to the social context of the O'Brienites shifting beliefs, we should bear in mind that recent work indicates that British industry was still overwhelmingly skill intensive in the 1880s; industrialisation was 24 patchy, employers often retained hand labour because of its flexibility and the expense of mechanisation, and new techniques created new skills as well as destroying old skills. 95 George Harris was a tailor, Charles Murray, James Murray, William Morgan, and William Townshend were shoemakers, and Richard
Butler was a compositor. 96 The creeping advance of mass production only slightly affected these trades during the 1860s and 1870s. Further, the O'Brienites were Londoners employed in the bespoke trade of the West End which often relied on pre-industrial techniques and which, although altered by the market economy, still consisted of skilled craftsmen working individually or in small groups -perhaps wage workers but definitely not machine operatives.
The world of the O'Brienites was fairly stable during the mid-Victorian era.
Further, it is probable that these O'Brienites were representative of much of the D.F.'s dues-paying membership which in the 1880s averaged only five hundred and eighty, of whom less than one hundred lived outside of London. 97 In the early 1880s, however, things changed rapidly. Nowadays historians tend to dismiss the Great Depression as largely mythical but this should not make us forget that contemporaries, and presumably the O'Brienites, thought that they were living through a depression. The fact is that to the membership the whole thing appeared as a mystery. They knew nothing of the history of the dispute: and the majority, by refusing to submit it to a general meeting, seemed afraid to consult them. 103 Are we really to believe that the membership did not understand the issues despite regular warnings about Hyndman and despite Hyndman's blatantly jingoistic writings? Even if the members did not know that Hyndman's authoritarianism and chauvinism were part of the issue, which I doubt, they surely must have been aware of Hyndman's attitudes in more general terms, and yet they nonetheless sided with him. In my opinion the bulk of the membership stuck by Hyndman because, like them, but unlike the founders of the Socialist League, he wanted political reforms to create a democratic state as a preliminary to ending capitalist exploitation.
My explanation differs from Tsuzuki's suggestion that the theoretical issue beneath the dispute was whether or not the S.D.F. should undertake electoral action. 104 If we emphasise the question of parliamentarianism, the behaviour of the Avelings seems peculiarly perverse since they later left the Socialist League precisely because it opposed electoral action. The note that formed the Socialist League was signed by anti-parliamentarians such as Banner, but also by people who shared Aveling's belief that participation in movements for political reform could increase support for movements demanding 27 social reform. 105 The people who signed the note in defence of Hyndman, in contrast, saw political action and political reforms as the way to promote social reforms. 106 Thus, after the split the S.D.F. held an extraordinary conference that carried a motion that reinstated the Federation's old programme with its demand for political reforms as a means of obtaining social ends, and another resolution asserting that "it is advisable for the Social Democratic Federation to take political action in whatever way circumstances and the tactics of our opponents may suggest." The history of the Clarion group indicates the importance of including local political traditions in our explanation of the regional strengths of the S.D.F., for the Clarion group thrived in catholic Lancashire despite lacking theoretical dogmatism.
29
It thrived because the working class conservatives of Lancashire responded to the Tory socialism of Robert Blatchford. 114 
